New Urbanism: Past, Present, and Future by Garde, Ajay
Urban Planning (ISSN: 2183–7635)
2020, Volume 5, Issue 4, Pages 453–463
DOI: 10.17645/up.v5i4.3478
Article
New Urbanism: Past, Present, and Future
Ajay Garde
Department of Urban Planning and Public Policy, University of California at Irvine, Irvine, CA 92697–7075, USA;
E-Mail: agarde@uci.edu
Submitted: 13 July 2020 | Accepted: 16 October 2020 | Published: 22 December 2020
Abstract
The New Urbanism, initially conceived as an anti-sprawl reform movement, evolved into a new paradigm in urban design.
Recently, however, some researchers have argued that the popular appeal of New Urbanism has eroded, the movement
has lost its significance, and critical research on the broader theme has tapered off. In response, this article investigates
whether the movement has lost its currency and explores the future of New Urbanism in the context of contemporary
circumstances of development. The article begins with a brief description of the conceptualization of New Urbanism as
an exception to the development trends of the time. Collaborative efforts of its protagonists that have contributed to the
integration of New Urbanist concepts into other programs, policies, and development regulations are presented in the
next section to describe its expansion, to clarify its mainstreaming, and to call attention to its broader impact. The con-
cluding section presents contemporary circumstances of development and changes that are intensified by the COVID-19
pandemic, including those related to the nation’s demographics, climate change, technological advances, rapid growth of
the digital economy, and acceleration of e-commerce to explore the significance of NewUrbanism for future development.
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1. Introduction
The theme of New Urbanism, initially conceived as
an anti-sprawl reform movement, evolved into a new
paradigm in urban design. The promotion of the phys-
ical design concepts of New Urbanism started in the
1980s with the development of the Seaside residential
lots in Walton County, Florida. In the 1990s, the plan-
ning and design principles established during the first
three meetings of the Congress for the New Urbanism
(CNU) became widely popular. These physical design
principles, articulated for development at several scales
from the region to the block and street, were formulat-
ed to address the problems and related urban experi-
ences of the time and distinguished the New Urbanist
movement and the types of projects it promoted as
an exception to the norm. At the time, most conven-
tional development projects produced low-density, use-
segregated development that intensified automobile-
dependency, and exacerbated sprawl. In contrast, New
Urbanist projects were expected to promote mixed-use,
mixed-income, compact developments that integrated
a variety of housing types and supported alternative
modes of transportation.
New Urbanist designers conceived these projects as
a response to the social and spatial segregation of the
population by race and income, the deteriorating envi-
ronmental quality, a declining public realm, and the
growth of non-place edge-city phenomena character-
ized as sprawl. Developers and sponsors promoted these
projects to stimulate social and economic diversity and
to engender an enhanced sense of community in urban
and suburban developments. City planners and elected
official endorsed these projects as sustainable growth.
Starting in the 1990s, New Urbanist projects proliferat-
ed in several municipalities across the United States and
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were supported by institutional and regulatory reforms,
taking the form of suburban green-field developments,
urban in-fill projects, and urban transit-oriented devel-
opments (Calthorpe & Fulton, 2001; CNU, 2004; Duany
& Plater-Zyberk, 1991). In addition, planners and urban
designers in Britain, Canada, France, India, Indonesia,
Japan, Scotland, and Turkeywere inspired by the physical
design principles of New Urbanism and used these con-
cepts to design the built environment (Steuteville, 1998).
Over time, the planning and design concepts of New
Urbanism gained wider popularity, became diffused into
development trends, and considerably influenced pub-
lic policy (Steuteville, 1998; Talen, 2005). The move-
ment also inspired a number of derivative planning and
design concepts including smart growth, healthy cities,
and transit-oriented communities that expanded the
debate on compact development vis-à-vis sprawl. In addi-
tion, collaborative efforts of the CNU have contributed
to the development of the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design for Neighborhood Design, com-
monly known as the LEED-ND rating system (U.S. Green
Building Council [USGBC], 2007). The LEED-ND rating
system is considered an industry standard and is used
for evaluating the sustainability of neighborhood-scale
projects. Furthermore, NewUrbanist designers have con-
tributed to the formulation and promotion of form-
based zoning codes that focusmore on physical form and
less on land use to regulate new development. Several
cities and counties in the United States have already
adopted, or are adopting, form-based codes to facilitate
sustainable growth and to achieve a variety of objec-
tives (Garde & Kim, 2017). Taken together, the diffusion
of New Urbanist concepts into development projects,
policies, and regulations signifies New Urbanism’s evo-
lution from an exception to the norm to an established
paradigm in planning and urban design, which is referred
to as its move from ‘the fringe to the center’ in this the-
matic issue.
There is substantial literature on New Urbanism.
A significant proportion of the literature concerns the
ideas and ideals of the New Urbanism (Duany &
Plater-Zyberk, 1991; Ellis, 2002; Ewing et al., 2013a;
Forsyth, 2015; Fulton, 1996; Passell, 2013). In addi-
tion, there is literature evaluating the social and spa-
tial dimensions of New Urbanist projects vis-à-vis sprawl,
social construction of New Urbanism, critiques of New
Urbanism as a new paradigm in urban design, and on the
expected benefits of New Urbanist projects (Day, 2003;
Talen, 2005). Advocates of New Urbanism have empha-
sized the role of physical design in addressing a num-
ber of socio-spatial problems from the initial stage of its
conceptualization and diffusion. In particular, they have
emphasized that physical design can be used to address
the segregation of population by race and income, to
encourage a sense of community among its residents, as
well to mitigate placelessness (CNU, n.d.; Talen, 1999).
Critics, however, have questioned the New Urbanist
emphasis on physical design to achieve social objec-
tives. Southworth (1997) argued that the development
of walkable neighborhoods in sprawling regions may
not reduce the dependence on automobile. Robbins
(1998) pointed out that a sense of community can be
encouraged through social programs and engagement
with the residents; however, it cannot be designed.
Grant (2006) stated that while the movement has suc-
ceeded in reviving the debate on how to design a good
community, social justice issues are sometimes over-
looked. Garde (2004) pointed out that while many New
Urbanist projects include a variety of housing types, not
all projects include affordable housing. Some researchers
have questioned whether the theme of small village
model, neo-traditional layout, and architectural style of
New Urbanist projects is concocted as a postmodernist
palliative to modern problems (Audirac & Shermyen,
1994). Others have argued that most of these projects
cater to high-income households who self-select them-
selves into these neighborhoods (Grant, 2007; Harvey,
1997; Hirt, 2009).
A significant proportion of the literature on New
Urbanism had initially focused narrowly on some very
specific and idiosyncratic themes and practices of the
paradigm marginalizing its larger impact and broader
implications. Talen (2019) has observed that these cri-
tiques of New Urbanism do not offer practical alter-
natives to conventional suburban developments that
lead to sprawl. The critiques of New Urbanism, and
the rebuttals, have been reviewed in considerable
detail by Ellis (2002). In addition, some researchers
have pointed to potential benefits of New Urbanist
type compact, mixed-use, urban infill, and transit-
oriented developments that include a variety in types
of housing and, in particular, affordable housing in
neighborhood-scale projects. These benefits include
reduced vehicle miles traveled (VMT); increased trans-
portation choices, especially for a transit-dependent pop-
ulation; increased transit ridership; increased house-
hold disposable income from the use of public transit;
increased local economic development; reduced air pol-
lution and energy consumption; and reduced local infras-
tructure costs (Boarnet, 2011; Boarnet, Forsyth, Day, &
Oaks, 2011; Cervero & Kockelman, 1997; Ellis, 2002;
Garde, 2006; Moore, 2013; Schlossberg & Brown, 2004;
Trudeau, 2016).
New urbanist type projects face considerable regula-
tory and non-regulatory barriers, however. Existing land
development regulations restrict higher-density devel-
opments and non-regulatory barriers—such as the high
cost and limited availability of land for development
near transit stations, regulatory requirements for inclu-
sion of affordable housing units into projects as well as
lack of incentives for including affordable units into hous-
ing projects, local concerns for displacement and loss
of sense of community that contributes to ‘Not in My
Back Yard’ opposition to projects—remain as major bar-
riers even when development regulations are modified
to permit projects with higher densities (Garde, 2019).
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In recent years, researchers also have evaluated the inte-
gration of NewUrbanist design concepts in development
regulations and into sustainability rating systems, and
have identified the need to conduct research that goes
beyond the debate onNewUrbanist principles and focus-
es on the challenges to their implementation (Garde,
2009; Garde & Kim, 2017; Talen, 2019).
Some researchers, however, have suggested that the
popular appeal of New Urbanism has eroded in recent
years and that there seems to be a lack of interest in
academic and professional circles in conducting critical
research on the topic, which is also a premise explored
further in this thematic issue of the journal. In particu-
lar, Fulton (2017, para. 4) argues that New Urbanism has
become so mainstream that it has lost its appeal as a
distinct movement and that it is no longer a “big deal.”
There is no doubt that NewUrbanist-type projects are no
longer perceived as atypical by most city planners and
a significant proportion of neighborhood-scale housing
projects in fast-growing regions across the United States
are designed as compact, walkable, andmixed-use devel-
opments (Garde, 2008). In addition, it is clear that the
circumstances of urban development have changed con-
siderably since the conceptualization of New Urbanism
in the 1990s when Baby Boomers were the largest liv-
ing adult generation in the nation. But does this mean
that the theme of New Urbanism has lost its currency?
Furthermore, what is the future of New Urbanism in
the context of the contemporary circumstances of urban
development that are very different fromwhen it was ini-
tially conceived, and the COVID-19 crisis, which has accel-
erated the changes that have been underway for some
time? Talen (2019) explains that throughout the 1990s
the advocates of the movement made a conscious effort
to make the New Urbanism mainstream. She adds that
some prominent researchers were initially skeptical of
value of New Urbanism at the time; however, we have
turned the corner and the debate on NewUrbanism now
focuses on barriers to implementing the normative ide-
als of themovement and not on its relevance to the field.
An exploration of the future of New Urbanism
requires a retrospective view of the problems and cir-
cumstances of urban and suburban development that
contributed to its innovation as an anti-sprawl move-
ment. In addition, an investigation of New Urbanism
would benefit from a discussion of its impact and how
the collaborative efforts of its advocates have led to
the integration of its design principles into sustainabili-
ty rating systems, zoning regulations, and land develop-
ment policies adopted at the local, regional, and state
levels. Finally, a consideration of the future of New
Urbanism necessitates a review of the present-day cir-
cumstances of urban development that are character-
ized by a number of interrelated trends that have been
underway for some time. These trends include impor-
tant and interrelated changes including those related to
the nation’s demographics; climate change; technologi-
cal advances; remote work; restructuring of the global
economy, including rapid growth of the digital econo-
my; and acceleration of e-commerce and what is known
as the ‘Amazon effect,’ some of which are intensified by
the COVID-19 pandemic (Garde, 2019). Cities across the
United States already face major challenges presented
by these changes and will need to address them in the
planning for the future of their jurisdictions. The future
of New Urbanism is likely to be shaped by its strengths
and weaknesses in addressing these challenges as dis-
cussed below.
It is important to note that while New Urbanism has
influenced the design and development of new projects
in several countries, it has had the greatest impact on the
development of projects, policies, and regulations in the
United States, as compared to other countries. With this
in mind, the article describes the evolution of the move-
ment and explores the future of New Urbanism in the
United States. Consequently, the generalizability of the
ideas and conclusions presented in this article is limited
to the United States.
The remainder of the article is organized into four
sections. In Section 2, I discuss the origins and the con-
ceptualization of New Urbanism as a reform movement,
emphasizing physical design as a tool for improving the
quality of life in urban and suburban areas. In Section 3,
I discuss the impact of New Urbanism on urban devel-
opment trends as well as the collaborative efforts of
its protagonists that have contributed to the integra-
tion of New Urbanist concepts into other programs,
policies, and development regulations to describe its
expansion, to clarify its mainstreaming, and to under-
score its broader impact. In the same section, I discuss
how the New Urbanist movement and the design ideas
that it promotes have been supported by various forms
of institutional endorsements and regulatory reforms.
In Section 4, I discuss the changing circumstances of
urban development in the context of COVID-19 pandem-
ic and explain the challenges that cities are already fac-
ing to explore the future of New Urbanism. In Section 5,
I present the conclusions.
2. The Past: Conceptualization of New Urbanism
In a 1999 personal interview with the author, Robert
Davis, the developer of Seaside, stated that he asked
Andres Duany and Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, founding
members of the New Urbanist movement based in
Miami, Florida, to help him develop Seaside as a walk-
able small town similar in structure and architecture to
older seaside towns in the Southern United States and in
the Mediterranean that he had visited during his travels.
Seaside is considered one of the earliest New Urbanist
projects, and, although developed as a resort, some of
the planning and design ideas used in the project and
later promoted through the movement became widely
popular and gained currency in academic and profession-
al circles. It is noteworthy that the design of Seaside was
based on a form-based code that relied on a typology of
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buildings and a regulating plan that assigned each type
of development to specific areas of the site.
Laguna West, another well-known New Urbanist
project, designed by Peter Calthorpe, one of the found-
ingmembers of themovement, became a reality for very
different reasons. Delsohn (1994) noted that Calthorpe’s
opportunity to integrate his design concepts into a
project came to him in 1989, when hemet Phil Angelides
during a symposium titled Towards a New Suburbia that
he, Duany, and Solomon had organized at the University
of California, Berkeley. Angelides was a candidate for
state treasurer at the time and was developing Laguna
West in Sacramento County. Laguna West was initial-
ly designed and approved as a standard subdivision
with cul-de-sacs, but Angelides wanted to avoid a devel-
opment record that could be seen as contributing to
the traffic and environmental problems and that could
weaken his candidacy. Angelides attended the Berkeley
conference at the suggestion of the members of the
Environmental Council of Sacramento, who had sued
another large suburban subdivision in the region. When
Calthorpe cameon board, the design of LagunaWestwas
significantly transformed from a conventional suburban
subdivision to a modified version of ‘pedestrian pockets.’
Several New Urbanist concepts were initially identi-
fied by specific terms used by individual architects and
urban designers to refer to physical design principles that
they had used in their projects (Fulton, 1996; Katz, 1994).
For instance, ‘traditional neighborhood development’
and ‘neo-traditionalism’ are terms used by the office
of Duany Plater-Zyberk & Associates. In a similar man-
ner, terms such as ‘transit-oriented development’ and
‘pedestrian pockets’ are used by Calthorpe Associates.
Later, these diverse but interrelated sets of ideas were
integrated into a broader theme of New Urbanism.
Passell (2013) explains that the term New Urbanismwas
coined in a discussion between Stefanos Polyzoides and
Peter Katz in 1991 while they were trying to identify an
appealing title for Katz’s book that would also be apro-
pos for the movement. Later, a meeting was convened
by California’s Local Government Commission at the
Ahwahnee Hotel at Yosemite National Park in California
to propose a set of design principles for promoting sus-
tainable and livable cities. The meeting, which included
Andres Duany, Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, Peter Calthorpe,
Stefanos Polyzoides, and other founding members of
the New Urbanism, except Daniel Solomon, led to the
articulation and endorsement of what is known as the
Ahwahnee Principles to address the problems of devel-
opment of the time.
The Ahwahnee meeting also laid the foundation for
the establishment of the CNU, an advocacy group formed
in October 1993 (Katz, 1994). CNU provided the impe-
tus for themovement by convening annualmeetings and
articulated a set of design principles thatwere developed
into what is known as the Charter of the New Urbanism.
The Charter was given its current form during the first
three meetings organized between 1993 and 1995 (CNU,
n.d.). Advocates of New Urbanism presented a set of
physical design ideas, fromneighborhood scale to region-
al scale, to mitigate sprawl and to encourage sustainable
growth sensitive to environmental quality, economy, and
social equity (Calthorpe, 1993; Duany & Plater-Zyberk,
1991; Garde, 2004; Talen, 2005). Typical New Urbanist
projects were expected to include an interconnected net-
work of streets and blocks organized around a neighbor-
hood center, a mix of land uses, a variety of housing
types and densities to create a compact urban form, and
a pedestrian-oriented design with an emphasis on pro-
viding civic spaces and amenities within walking distance
(Steuteville, 1998).
Planning and design concepts developed during
the first three CNU meetings influenced the institu-
tional reforms that started in the mid-1990s. This
was reflected in the land use and architectural design
guidelines for the neo-traditional developments includ-
ed in the Architectural Graphic Standards published
by the American Institute of Architects in 1994 as
well as in street design guidelines for the traditional
neighborhood developments published by the Institute
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in 1997. The New
Urbanist movement was bolstered when Henry Cisneros,
Secretary of the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) at the time, initiated a
‘Homeownership Zones’ program that offered grants and
loans to cities for redevelopment based on NewUrbanist
principles. HUD also launched a program, HOPE VI, to
redevelop severely distressed public housing in cities
across the nation (CNU, n.d.). Several cities and coun-
ties in the United States endorsed New Urbanist design
schemes and facilitated projects that promoted princi-
ples of New Urbanism to engender an improved quality
of life and to address the problems associated with post-
World War II patterns of urban and suburban develop-
ment (Garde, 2004).
3. The Present: Expansion of New Urbanism
In recent years, CNU has expanded its focus to more
explicitly address environmental as well as socioeconom-
ic problems, and has collaborated with other organiza-
tions to promote the integration of NewUrbanist ideas in
sustainability rating systems, development policies, and
regulations. In particular, a collaboration among CNU,
the Natural Resources Defense Council, and the USGBC
has led to the development of the LEED-ND rating sys-
tem (USGBC, 2007). LEED-ND is a voluntary and market-
driven rating system that professionals have used to eval-
uate and certify the sustainability of neighborhood-scale
projects. According to USGBC (2007, p. 1), the LEED-ND
rating system promotes sustainability of projects by
improving energy and water efficiency and serves to
“revitalize existing urban areas, reduce land consump-
tion, reduce automobile dependence, promote pedes-
trian activity, improve air quality, decrease polluted
stormwater runoff, and build more livable, sustainable
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communities for people of all income levels.” It is impor-
tant to note that the construction of new housing had
reduced significantly in the wake of global financial cri-
sis in 2009, which initially may have had a negative
impact on the trajectory of LEED-ND certified projects as
well as New Urbanist projects. However, it is expected
that the diffusion of the sustainability concepts of the
LEED-ND rating system into the development industry
will contribute to the promotion of sustainable design
concepts in housing projects (Smart Growth Network,
2006; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], n.d.;
USGBC, 2007). Researchers also have estimated that
LEED-ND projects in urban and central locations have the
potential to significantly reduce vehicles miles of travel
of their residents (Ewing, Greenwald, Zhang, Bogaerts,
& Greene, 2013b). Several cities in the United States
have encouraged the integration of sustainability crite-
ria included in the LEED-ND rating system into projects.
Some cities have provided financial and regulatory incen-
tives to encourage LEED-ND certified projects in their
jurisdiction (Garde, 2009).
More recently, CNU members have contributed
to the development and dissemination of form-based
codes that focus more on physical form and less on seg-
regation of land uses to regulate development as com-
pared to conventional zoning codes (Parolek, Parolek, &
Crawford, 2008). Several cities and counties across the
United States have adopted form-based codes to replace
conventional zoning codes for specific areas of the city or
for an entire city (Garde & Kim, 2017). Form-based codes
received a significant boost when then-Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger of California signed Assembly Bill 1268
into law in 2004, which authorized local governments
to adopt form-based codes instead of conventional zon-
ing codes. In addition, CNU advocated for revising the
regulations related to increasing the proportion of com-
mercial areas allowed in mixed-use buildings, which led
the Federal Housing Administration to change the rules
that now permit condominiums in mixed-use buildings
with commercial areas of up to 35 percent, a 10 percent
increase from the limit (CNU, n.d.; Gose, 2012).
In 2017, CNU collaborated with the ITE to jointly pro-
duce the report Implementing Context-Sensitive Design
on Multimodal Corridors: A Practitioner’s Handbook
that transportation engineers and planners can use to
design multimodal transportation corridors within the
broader context of community objectives, street net-
works, and land uses in the area (CNU, n.d.; ITE, 2017).
The CNU (2018) also adopted a statement that highlight-
ed its commitment to support more inclusionary devel-
opment practices.
Furthermore, the New Urbanist movement has
helped to inspire a number of planning and design
concepts, including smart growth, aimed at mitigating
sprawl, and health districts, aimed at removing the barri-
ers between urban neighborhoods and health systems
(CNU, n.d.; EPA, n.d.). The diffusion of New Urbanist
design ideas into development practices is also evident
in recent research as well as in reports on real estate
trends and development practices (Garde, 2009; ITE,
2017; Moore, 2013; Talen, 2019). A survey of senior city
planners in all 180 cities in the five-county Southern
California region, which examined the physical design
characteristics of neighborhood-scale projects in their
cities, indicates that a significant proportion of new
projects built or under construction around the turn
of the millennium were mixed-use, high-density, com-
pact developments that integrated some of the physical
design concepts also promotedbyNewUrbanism (Garde,
2008). Taken together, the diffusion of NewUrbanist con-
cepts into development projects, policies, and regula-
tions signifies New Urbanism’s evolution from an excep-
tion to the norm to a resilient and well-established
paradigm in the fields of planning and urban design.
4. The Future: New Challenges and New Urbanism
From its earliest stage, NewUrbanismwas conceived and
promoted as an anti-sprawl movement that emphasized
compact, higher-density, mixed-use development that is
less land consumptive, less auto-dependent, and gener-
ally more sustainable than is low-density development.
Over time, New Urbanism evolved as a new paradigm
in the fields of planning and urban design. The circum-
stances of development in the United States also have
changed considerably in the four decades since its incep-
tion, however. These circumstances of development are
characterized by interrelated trends that have impor-
tant implications for the future of New Urbanism even
though the specific ways in whichwemight expect to see
changes in the design of New Urbanist projects are not
that clear at this time.
The future of New Urbanism will be defined, in part,
by how the debate on density unfolds and by the pref-
erences of the Millennials in terms of where they will
choose to live, work, shop, and play. The spread of
the COVID-19 pandemic and the recommendations from
public health officials to maintain social distance to slow
the spread of the virus have led to speculation about how
higher-density urban environments and commuting to
work onmass transit may contribute to the spread of the
infection, which has reignited the debate on the compact
development versus sprawl (Badger, 2020). Compact and
higher-density development, sometimes referred to as
density, is frequently equated with overcrowding by
advocates of low-density development as well as by
sponsors of slow growth or no growth in cities. Andrew
Cuomo, governor of the state of New York, has linked
New York City’s considerably high number of COVID-19
cases to its high-density built environment and mass
transit, arguing that “dense environments are its feed-
ing grounds” although other high-density cities, such as
Hong Kong, Seoul, and Tokyo have had a much smaller
proportion of cases (Dillon, 2020). In an op-ed column
in the Los Angeles Times, Joel Kotkin (2020) contends
that Los Angeles and its low-density suburbs have had
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comparatively fewer cases of infection and death relat-
ed to COVID-19 pandemic than the dense and transit-
dependent New York City.
However, cases of COVID-19 infection anddeath have
increased considerably, in Los Angeles and its suburbs,
withinweeks since the publication of the column. Indeed,
recent research indicates that the pandemic is spreading
in low-density communities across the nation (Payton,
2020; The New York Times, 2020). It is also noteworthy
that many European cities with relatively higher-density
built environment and extensive public transportation
network have considerably lower infection rates than
cities in the United States (World Health Organization,
n.d.). The spread of COVID-19 has made people appre-
hensive of higher-density built environments and public
transit; however, recent research focusing on COVID-19
infection andmortality rates suggests that crowding, not
residential density (housing units per acre), is associ-
ated with the spread of the virus (Hamidi, Sabouri, &
Ewing, 2020).
Further, recent demographic changes pose new chal-
lenges as well as opportunities for development and
have considerable implications for the future of New
Urbanism. Urban and suburban development patterns
are shaped, in part, by the demographic trends of the
time. Duany (personal communication, 1999) noted that
“it is the Baby Boomers’ ethos that will be the domi-
nant ethos until 2030 because the nation is going to be
dominated by the Baby Boomers.” Indeed, the broad-
er theme of New Urbanism was conceived to address
the values of Baby Boomers, with particular attention
to where they preferred to live, work, shop, and play.
Much has changed, however, in the last three decades.
Millennials have now replaced Baby Boomers as the
largest living adult generation in the nation, which is con-
tributing to current patterns of urban growth (Fry, 2020;
Myers, 2016).
Recent population estimates point to the growing
population of young minorities and the aging and declin-
ing population of white non-Hispanics in the nation (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2017). Moreover, although some urban
areas are experiencing substantial population growth,
many Americans are moving to the suburbs due to unaf-
fordable housing prices in cities (Frey, 2018). Further,
Millennials, especially those who are minorities and new
immigrants, have a preference for living in the denser,
urban cores of large metropolitan areas as compared
to suburbs (Frey, 2018). Currently, however, there is a
substantial shortage of housing that has contributed to
a housing affordability crisis in cities with strong job
growth (Garde & Kim, 2017). The stock of housing has
not kept pace with population growth. Myers (2016)
has argued that cities will have to compete with sub-
urbs to attract and retain Millennials who are consid-
ering a move to the suburbs. Already, the accelerated
rate of telecommuting and the shift to remote working
during the COVID-19 pandemic may have made urban
density and mass transit less appealing to a significant
proportion of the Millennials. The debate on density
is likely to continue in the post-COVID-19 world given
the preferences of the Millennials, housing affordabil-
ity crisis in cities with strong job growth, and regula-
tory barriers to higher-density development, and also
because the debate is characterized by the ideolog-
ical position of researchers, which rarely change. In
this context, collaborative efforts of protagonists that
have contributed to the development and promotion
of form-based-codes that are already implemented by
cities to permit, by right, compact, mixed-use, mixed-
income developments that support alternative modes
of transportation will favor New Urbanist type projects.
Further, New Urbanist projects in suburbs aimed at
retrofitting town centers and greyfields may offer alter-
natives to Millennials seeking transit accessibility, densi-
ty, and amenities of urban cores of large metropolitan
areas but are priced out of those areas.
There is, furthermore, an acute shortage of hous-
ing in some regions across the nation that can only
be addressed by higher-density development because
there is limited vacant land available for development.
The five-county Southern California region is a case in
point. The region has a considerable shortage of all
types of housing and an acute shortage of low-income
housing while the population is expected to continue
to grow in the next decade. Further, most cities in
the region have limited vacant land available for new
development and cannot address their regional hous-
ing needs, as is required by state law, without chang-
ing zoning regulations and facilitating mixed-use and
higher-density development. In California, state law also
requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations to guide
local policies to achieve sustainable development in
their regions through an integrated approach to land-
use planning, housing, and transit (Southern California
Association of Governments, 2020). This in turn requires
cities in Southern California to facilitate infill, mixed-
income, mixed-use, higher-density developments that
include a variety of housing types and support alterna-
tivemodes of transportation, such as public transit, walk-
ing, and biking. It is expected that most new housing
developments in the region are likely to be NewUrbanist
type compact, mixed-use, higher-density projects that
are transit-supported and facilitate alternative modes of
transportation such as walking and biking. Given this, at
least in fast growing regions, the Millennials will most
likely choose from limited options of housing that might
be available to them.
The future of New Urbanism also will be defined by
its contributions to mitigating climate change. Although
sustainable design and development has been an almost
continuous theme in the fields of urban planning and
design, the urgency to address climate change has con-
tributed to the adoption of certain measures by local
and state governments in recent years. There is some evi-
dence that low-density sprawl, with its auto-dependent
development patterns, contributes to climate change, in
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part, due to increased VMT and associated greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions from low-occupancy passenger vehi-
cles (California Air Resources Board, n.d.; Ewing et al.,
2013a). Recent research, however, shows that the lock-
downs and stay-at-home orders activated inmanymunic-
ipalities to slow spread of COVID-19 virus have signifi-
cantly reduced the GHG emissions associated with VMT
(Carlton, 2020; Gardiner, 2020). Recently, several envi-
ronmental pollution prevention regulations and policies
adopted during the Obama administration already have
been dismantled or reversed, and there is a possibility
that the reduced level of air pollution could lead to lax
enforcement of existing pollution regulations.
The results of a study based on data on COVID-19-
related deaths from more than 3,000 counties in the
nation highlight the importance of enforcing existing air
pollution regulations to protect human health and the
environment during and after the COVID-19 pandemic
(Wu, Nethery, Sabath, Braun, & Dominici, 2020). New
Urbanist projects, especially those that are in-fill, higher-
density, mixed-use, and transit-oriented developments,
are expected to reduce VMT and the number of vehicle
trips. Such projects in existing transit-served areas, how-
ever, face considerable regulatory and non-regulatory
barriers. Protagonists of New Urbanism have, for a long
time, engaged in advocacy at local and state levels to
remove regulatory and non-regulatory barriers to mixed-
use, compact development to mitigate climate change.
Stronger evidence is needed, however, to support the
claims of climatemitigation and GHG emission reduction
through New Urbanist design principles.
We have been witnessing major technological
changes that have important implications for the future
of New Urbanism. How we think about the design of
neighborhoods and cities in the post-COVID-19 world
will be shaped, in part, by electric vehicles, connect-
ed and autonomous vehicles, delivery robots, e-bikes
and e-scooters, and the idea of shared-use mobility.
Connected and autonomous and vehicles that use wire-
less technology to communicate with other vehicles and
traffic signals, and that can be driven without human
intervention, can improve the safety and mobility of
young adults, seniors, and people with disabilities, but it
will require us to rethink street configurations, parking
requirements, and the transportation infrastructure in
the post-COVID-19 world (Garde, 2019; Nelson, 2018;
Rouse, Henaghan, Coyner, Nisenson, & Jordan, 2018).
Before the COVID-19 pandemic, it was anticipated that
autonomous vehicles also could boost the use of pub-
lic transit by providing better connectivity to transit
stops, especially for the first and last miles, and improve
the mobility of the transit-dependent population. Mass
transit, however, may seem less appealing in the post-
COVID-19 world, especially to those commuters who
currently do not use public transit and would like to
avoid it to maintain social distance in view of asymp-
tomatic and silent spreaders of the virus. Indeed, if a
significant proportion of commuters who currently use
public transit shift to connected and autonomous vehi-
cles, it will increase congestion on high-volume routes in
cities (Henaghan & Rouse, 2018; Nisenson, 2018).
Furthermore, delivery robots that deliver food, gro-
ceries, and parcels already are being used in some cities,
where they are permitted to travel on certain streets and
sidewalks (Garde, 2019). The author has, on several occa-
sions, shared a sidewalk with a delivery robot and wit-
nessed the delivery of pizza to customers (see Figure 1
for a photo of delivery robots). The transportation plan-
ning models typically used for predicting demand will
not be very useful in the context of connected and
autonomous vehicles and delivery robots sharing the
streets and sidewalks with other vehicles and pedes-
trians in cities (Marshall, 2019). In this context, CNU’s
collaborative efforts with ITE to propose solutions for
context-sensitive design of multi-modal transportation
corridors could provide much needed insight (ITE, 2017).
Figure 1. Delivery robots. Source: Author.
Although a larger restructuring of the global econo-
my, stimulated by e-commerce, has been underway for
some time, the COVID-19 pandemic has contributed
to an unanticipated acceleration of e-commerce that
will intensify some of the existing problems of devel-
opment in cities but also offer new opportunities for
addressing some of the problems. Even before the
COVID-19 pandemic, online shopping had led to substan-
tial growth in technology-driven e-commerce companies,
such as Amazon, which was contributing to reduced
profit margins for brick-and-mortar stores and shopping
malls (Franck, 2018; Hartung, 2017). This trend, which
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is also known as the ‘Amazon effect,’ has intensified
during the COVID-19 era and is expected to further
accelerate the decline of small brick-and-mortar stores,
large department stores, and shopping malls, some of
which are already closing (Grosman, 2018; Irvine, 2020;
Maheshwari, 2020; Sanburn, 2018). The bankruptcy fil-
ing by Neiman Marcus during the COVID-19 crisis is a
case in point (Bhattarai, 2020).
Many brick-and-mortar stores, however, will survive,
indeed thrive, by making their goods and services more
appealing to local clientele, and not all shopping malls
will close, but e-commerce is here to stay, and its impact
is more likely to increase in the post-COVID-19 era. This,
in turn, offers an opportunity for adaptive reuse of
closed department stores and shopping malls, especially
in cities with a shortage of vacant land available for hous-
ing and severe shortage of all types of housing, including
affordable housing. New Urbanist designers could bene-
fit from this opportunity for redevelopment and/or adap-
tive reuse of vacated commercial properties, including
shopping malls and department stores for developing
projects that also include affordable housing.
It is reasonable to expect that e-commerce will influ-
ence the design of New Urbanist projects that are con-
ceived as mixed-use developments. Thus, New Urbanist
projects will need to include a carefully calibrated and
finer-grain mix of commercial uses such as coffee shop,
ice cream parlor, juice bar, internet café, hair salon, and
the like that cater to local needs and are difficult to fulfill
through e-commerce. The redevelopment and/or adap-
tive reuse of vacated commercial properties offers an
opportunity to include what Oldenburg (1989) has called
“third places” in New Urbanist projects. However, the
extent to which these third places may be included in
NewUrbanist projectswill depend on their urban (or sub-
urban) location, the demand for different types of hous-
ing, and the availability of land for development.
In likemanner, as the idea of remotework gainsmore
acceptance and more people work from home, it would
be reasonable to expect that this in turn may reduce the
overall need for office space; however, the consumption
standards per person for office spacemay increase in the
short term until a vaccine for the coronavirus is available.
It is too early to tell whether the need for office space
will reduce in the long term, given our fundamental need
for social contact especially in office settings where peo-
ple spend most of their waking hours and it is difficult to
anticipate how the future demand for office space will
change New Urbanist projects.
5. Conclusion
It is clear that there are some fundamental shifts under-
way that are related to the nation’s changing demo-
graphics, climate change, technological advances and
remote work, as well as e-commerce and rapid growth
of the digital economy, some of which have been inten-
sified by the COVID-19 pandemic. However, the ways
in which we might expect to see changes in the design
of New Urbanist projects are not that clear, as dis-
cussed above.
There is ample evidence that critical research on
New Urbanism has continued, albeit without the label,
as the debate has shifted from New Urbanist ideas and
ideals to its various and differentiated forms. Recent
research has highlighted the need to evaluate the rela-
tionship between New Urbanist design and environ-
mental outcomes (Turner, 2019); pointed out the need
to promote racial diversity and inclusion through New
Urbanist projects (Jackson, 2019); emphasized the need
to examine the relationship between retail revitalization
in cities and gentrification (Kickert, 2019); explored theo-
retical foundations of New Urbanism (Ellis, 2019); stud-
ied the diffusion of New Urbanist design concepts in
development regulations (Garde & Kim, 2017); noted
the need to measure social, economic, and transporta-
tion benefits of walkable suburbs; and emphasized the
need for future research on New Urbanism (Talen, 2019).
It will be important to address these needs in future
New Urbanist projects.
Overall, the trajectory of New Urbanism from its
inception to date, which is reflected in its resilience
and expansion in the face of development trends of the
1990s, and later in its impact on development projects,
policies, and regulations, suggests that the paradigmwill
continue to evolve and influence development practices
in the United States with or without the label. While
the founding members of New Urbanism continue to be
prominent practitioners and protagonists of the move-
ment, professionals in early years of their career have
been organizing themselves as the ‘Next Generation of
New Urbanists’ to address current and future challenges
of development (Wright, 2003). Further research is need-
ed, however, on the benefits of New Urbanism in the
context of contemporary circumstances of development
especially in the post-COVID-19 world.
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